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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 2-3, 13, and 21-22 were cancelled by the amendment filed on October 
25, 2007. 

2. Claims 1,4-12, 14-20, and 23-31 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

3. The U.S.C. 101 rejections directed at claims 12-31 are withdrawn. However, the 
amendments necessitated specification objections which are presented and 
further elaborated on below. 

4. The U.S.C. 112 rejections direct at claims 14-1 5 (see paragraph 1 1 of previous 
action) were not corrected by the filed amendments. These rejections have been 
repeated below. The other previously presented U.S.C. 112 rejections have 
been withdrawn in the light of the filed amendment. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed October 25, 2007 in regards to the prior art of record 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

6. The applicant argues with respect to the independent claims that neither Putzolu 
(US Pat. 6,681 ,423) nor Boukobza (US Pat. 6,122,664) discloses that the agents 
would be bound to moving software objects. 
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7. The examiner disagrees. In response to applicant's arguments against the 
references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co., 800 F.2d~1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Boukobza 
discloses autonomous agents are associated with object types and parameters 
(column 5, lines 13-18 and column 5, lines 23-30, i.e. software). Putzolu 
discloses using mobile agents to diagnose, report, or correct network conditions 
(column 3, lines 59-61 and column 4, lines 17-23). That is to say, Boukobza 
discloses agents bound to software objects and Putzolu discloses software 
objects that are mobile. Specifically, Putzolu renders obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art the mobility of both the monitoring agent and the software objects 
in Boukobza. 



Specification 

8. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). 
Claims 12, 14-20, and 23-31 use the term "computer-readable storage." This 
lacks antecedent basis in the specification. The examiner acknowledges that it 
was suggested to the applicant for the claims to be of this form, and apologizes, 
but notes after further consultation if the applicant wishes to amend the claims to 
recite, machine-readable storage, as before this would be acceptable under 35 
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U.S.C. 101 and that would not have any antecedent basis issues and that term is 
specifically recited in the original disclosure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. CIaims 14-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

1 1 . Claims 14, and 15 are system claims that depend from claim 1 1 , a method 
claim. The claims will be interpreted as system claims that depend from claim 
12, as the Examiner believes that was the Applicant's intent. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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13. Claims 1,4-8, 10, 16-20 23-27, 29, and 31, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Boukobza et al (US Pat. 6,122,664), hereafter 
"Boukobza," in view of Putzolu et al (US Pat. 6,681 ,423), hereafter "Putzolu." 

14. As to claims 1, 20, and 31, Boukobza discloses a machine readable medium for 
causing a computer to execute a testing method, a system for testing, and the 
testing method (Abstract) comprising the steps of: 

identifying a plurality of hosts located within a plurality of grids of a grid 
environment, wherein each of said hosts is a software object (column 4, lines 64- 
67, "agents are installed... in the nodes to be monitored" and agents are specific 
to object types, column 5, lines 13-18); 

for each of said grids associating a passive ghost agent in said grid with each 
one of said identified hosts operating in said grid (column 4, lines 64-67 and 
column 5, lines 13-18, "An autonomous agent SAA is chiefly composed of a 
generic agent GA related to specific modules SM"), wherein said passive ghost 
agent is configured to replicate and record at least on action of said host within 
said grid environment, wherein said replicated actions of said passive agents are 
prevented from operationally executing in said grid environment (column 6, lines 
30-34, "log files of the actions of each node monitored"); 

generating test input from said recorded data (column 8, lines 44-67, the log 
is tested for errors via a scan); and, 
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testing within said grid environment using said test input (column 8, lines 44- 
67, the log is tested for errors via a scan). 

Boukobza, however, does not disclose moving said hosts and in response to 
said moving of said host, moving said passive ghost agent in a similar manner. 

However, Putzolu discloses using mobile agents to diagnose, report, or 
correct network conditions (column 3, lines 59-61 and column 4, lines 17-23). 
That is to say, Boukobza discloses agents bound to software objects and Putzolu 
discloses software objects that are mobile. Therefore, Putzolu renders obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art the mobility of both the monitoring agent and the 
software objects in Boukobza, due to the fact that if Boukobza software objects 
move, so to will Boukobza's agents as they are associated with the objects and 
log their actions. Such of modification would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art in order to create a validation method that utilizes mobile 
agents which allow for a decentralization of the method and allow for more 
effective management of the network (Putzolu, column 2, line 64 - column 3, line 
8) 

15. As to claim 16, Boukobza discloses a computer readable in a grid computing 
environment, comprising computer instructions for testing applications in said 
grid environment using a passive ghost agent associated with a host operating 
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within said grid environment (Abstract), said passive ghost agent comprising a 
ghost controller for: 

managing interactions between said ghost agent and said grid environment 
(column 5, lines 8-18); 

recording data related to actions executed by the host in a ghost log of said 
ghost agent, wherein said host is a software object (column 6, lines 30-34, "log 
files of the actions of each node monitored"); 

identifying said ghost agent to components within a grid environment (column 
8, lines 53-63, the action that is called is sent to "the object_id"); 

wherein said ghost agent is used to test grid-based applications (column 8, 
lines 44-67, the log is tested for errors via a scan). 

Boukobza, however, does not disclose moving said hosts and in response to 
said moving of said host, moving said passive ghost agent in a similar manner. 

However, Putzolu discloses using mobile agents to diagnose, report, or 
correct network conditions (column 3, lines 59-61 and column 4, lines 17-23). 
That is to say, Boukobza discloses agents bound to software objects and Putzolu 
discloses software objects that are mobile. Therefore, Putzolu renders obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art the mobility of both the monitoring agent and the 
software objects in Boukobza, due to the fact that if Boukobza software objects 
move, so to will Boukobza's agents as they are associated with the objects and 
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log their actions. Such of modification would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art in order to create a validation method that utilizes mobile 
agents which allow for a decentralization of the method and allow for more 
effective management of the network (Putzolu, column 2, line 64 - column 3, line 

8 > 

16. As to claims 4 and 23, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose determining operational metrics for at least one 
component to be tested; modifying said test input based upon said operational 
metrics (Boukobza, column 8, lines 44-67, parameters from the log are compared 
with wanted or expected values of parameters (operational metrics)). 

17. As to claims 5 and 24, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose said hosts are disposed within a production segment of 
said grid environment (Boukobza, column 4, lines 64-67) and wherein said 
testing is performed within a test segment of said grid environment (Boukobza, 
column 8, lines 44-67). 

18. As to claims 6 and 25, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose inputting said test input into at least one active ghost 
agent deployed within said test segment (Boukobza, column 8, lines 50-56); and, 
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executing actions within said test segment based upon said active ghost agent 
that received said test input (Boukobza, column 8, lines 53-63). 



19. As to claims 7 and 26, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose recording data relating to said testing using said 
deployed ghost agents (Boukobza, column 8, lines 50-67). 

20. As to claims 8 and 27, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose said hosts are associated with a specific application, 
wherein said testing is conducted for said application (Boukobzacolumn 8, lines 
44-67). 

21. As to claims 10 and 29, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 1 and 
20, and further disclose gathering usage data for at least one different application 
using passive ghost agents (Boukobza, column 2, lines 39-46). 

22. Claims 12 and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chen et al (US Pat. 5,812,780), hereafter "Chen," in view of Putzolu. 



23. As to claim 12, Chen discloses a computer-readable storage medium, comprising 
computer instructions for testing applications within a grid environment wherein 
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said grid environment comprises a production segment and a test segment 
(Abstract), said system comprising: 

wherein an application comprises one or more hosts configured to execute 
actions within a grid of said grid environment disposed in said production 
segment (column 6, lines 51-54); and, 

wherein said testing comprises associating a passive ghost agent within said 
grid with each of said hosts, wherein said ghost agent is configured to record 
data related to said actions executed by said associated host in said grid (column 
4, lines 3-5), wherein said recorded data is used to simulate user interactions 
within said test segment (column 3, lines 53-59). 



But Chen does not disclose moving said hosts and in response to said 
moving of said host, moving said passive ghost agent in a similar manner. 



However, Putzolu discloses using mobile agents in a grid environment and 
such agents being applications to diagnose, report, or correct network conditions 
(column 3, lines 59-61 and column 4, lines 17-23). 

However, Putzolu discloses using mobile agents to diagnose, report, or 
correct network conditions (column 3, lines 59-61 and column 4, lines 17-23). 
That is to say, Boukobza discloses agents bound to software objects and Putzolu 
discloses software objects that are mobile. Therefore, Putzolu renders obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art the mobility of both the monitoring agent and the 
software objects in Chen, due to the fact that if Chen software objects move, so 
to will Chen's agents as they are associated with the objects and log their 
actions. Such of modification would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art in order to create a validation method that utilizes mobile agents which 
allow for a decentralization of the method and allow for more effective 
management of the network (Putzolu, column 2, line 64 - column 3, line 8). 

24. As to claim 14, Chen and Putzolu disclose the parent claim 12, and further 
disclose a different host configured to execute actions within said test segment 
(Chen, column 6, lines 51-57, there are multiple severs in Chen's system); a 
different ghost agent configured to record data related to actions executed by 
said host of said test segment (Chen, column 4, lines 3-5, multiple simulations of 
clients). 

25. As to claim 15, Chen and Putzolu disclose the parent claim 14, and further 
disclose a ghost agent configured to trigger said different host in said test 
segment to execute said actions based upon data recorded by said ghost agent 
in said production segment (Chen, column 4, lines 3-9). 
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26. Claims 9, 1 1, 18, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Boukobza and Putzolu, as applied to claims 8 and 27 above, 
in further view of Chen. 

27. As to claims 9 and 28, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 8 and 
27, but do not disclose determining system requirements for said application 
based at least in part upon output from said testing. 

However, Chen discloses determining system requirements for said 
application based at least in part upon output from said testing (column 3, line 
64-column 4, line 9). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Boukobza with Chen in order to 
determine how many clients a given server can adequately support (column 3, 
lines 64-67). 

28. As to claims 1 1 and 30, Boukobza and Putzolu discloses the parent claims 10 
and 29, but do not disclose testing said specific application while simultaneously 
simulating load conditions resulting from said at least one different application. 
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However, Chen disclosestesting said specific application while 
simultaneously simulating load conditions resulting from said at least one 
different application (column 4, lines 5-9). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Boukobza and Putzolu with 
Chen in order to determine how many clients a given server can adequately 
support (column 3, lines 64-67). 

29. As to claim 18, Boukobza and Putzolu disclose the parent claim 16, but do not 
disclose means for simulating user actions during tests using said ghost agent. 

However Chen discloses means for simulating user actions during tests using 
said ghost agent (column 3, lines 53-59). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Boukobza and Putzolu with 
Chen in order to determine how many clients a given server can adequately 
support (column 3, lines 64-67). 
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Conclusion 

30. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 

31. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 36(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

32. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Dailey whose telephone number is 
571-270-1246. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday; 
9:00am - 5:00pm. 

33. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571-272-3913. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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34. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





BUNJOB JAROENCHONWANIT 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



